Appl.No. 10/067,186 

Amdt. dated February 8, 2004 

Reply to Office Action of November 1 1 , 2004 

REMARKS 

This Response to Office action is submitted in response to the Office Action dated 
November 10, 2004. In the Office Action, the Examiner stated that the Amendment After Final 
filed on October 28, 2004, was considered and the finality of this patent application is hereby 
withdrawn and the prosecution is reopened. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner stated that claims 27, 28, 30 and 32 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Giannetta et al. (6,334,881 B1) and 
George et al. (5,507,847). Gianetta et al. discloses a filtration bag for a commercial and 
residential vacuum cleaner comprising a receptacle for collecting dirt particles and the 
receptacle being formed from a composite sheet comprised of at least one layer of expanded 
polytetrafluoroethylene and at least one substrate layer (see Abstract, col. 1 , lines 10-14; col. 
2, lines 58-62), and a support layer comprising a non-woven polyester, polypropylene, 
polyethylene, fiberglas or microfiberglas, bonded to one side of a porous expanded PTFE 
membrane (col. 2, lines 31-33 and lines 58-62). George et al. discloses a filtration layer 
including a microporous fluoropolymer, such as expanded polytetrafluoroethylene 
(ePTFE)(see Abstract, col. 4, lines 26-29 and lines 40-43) which has efficiency of at least 
99.97% at 0.3 microns at a 1 0.5 ft/min flow rate, more preferably, the efficiency is greater than 

« 

99.99% at 0. 1 microns at 1 0.5 ft/min (col. 4, lines 34-35 and lines 57-59). According to the 
Examiner, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide a filtration bag made of expanded PTFE since it is well 
know in the art that the use of expanded PTFE membrane greatly enhances the performance 
of the filter elements because the particles collected on the surface of the ePTFE, ratherthan 
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in the depth of the elements as is occurring in the absence of the ePTFE layer (see Giannetta 
etal., col. 1, lines 49-53). 

However, with all due respect to the Examiner, applicant submits that the newly cited 
Gianetta etal. and George etal. references are cumulative art in that all of the features cited 
therein can be found in the references previously cited by the Examiner in the Office Action 
dated May 21, 2003 and November 18, 2003. However, as discussed in applicant's 
Amendment dated September 1 7, 2003 and the Amendment dated March 1 8, 2004, both of 
which are incorporated by reference as if fully rewritten herein, none of the previously cited 
references disclose or claim a disposable filtration bag for a floor care appliance such as a 
vacuum cleaner. In addition, as applicant has previously argued, nor is itobviousto combine 
any of the cited references for the combination of a disposable filtration bag made from at 
least one layer of expanded polytetrafluoroethylene bonded to at least one substrate layer. 
Applicant cannot stress enough the distinction that the instant filtration bag is a disposable 
filtration bag for a floor care appliance such as a vacuum cleaner in contrast to the filtration 
media cited in the references. Applicant submits that it is the first to conceive and reduce to 
practice a suitable disposable filtration bag that passes the required testing for the "HE PA" 
rating as is claimed. As previously argued, applicant spent considerable resources in 
overcoming the considerable inherent difficulties producing a filtration bag that can be mass 
produced and maintain the integrity of the HEPA rating. This entitles applicantto claim priority 
to the proposed filtration bag. Thus, for at least these reasons, the newly cited Gianetta etal. 
references and the George et al. references provide no new grounds of rejection of claims 27, 
28, 30 and 32 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Gianetta et al. and George et al. 
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The Examiner rejected claims 1 -26, 29, 31 and 34 again under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Giannetta et al. (6,334,881 B1 ) and George et al. (5,507,847), as 
applied supra, in view of any one of Reqquejo et al. (5,090,975; Abstract; 22, 23 & 24 in Fig. 
2; col. 1 , lines 1 5-24; col. 7, lines 40-56), Zhang (6,1 56,086; Abstract; col. 3, line 35 through 



col. 4, line 9; col. 8, lines 51 -58) and Bosses (5,080,702; Fig. 1 ; col. 3, line 56-66; col. 4, lines 
56-66; col. 4, lines 19-20), and in further view of Maeoka et al. (6,030,484; Abstract; col. 1 , 
lines 5-10, lines 29-35 and line 61 through col. 2, line 1 5; col. 2, lines 26-29) and Wnenchak 
et al. (6,1 1 0,243; col. 4, lines 7-46). Applicant submits this rejection is moot since Gianetta 
et al. and George et al. are cumulative art and provide no new grounds for rejection in 
combination with each other or with the other cited references. Thus, for at least these 
reasons, and the reasons set forth above, the rejection of claims 1-26, 29, 31 and 34 under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) must be withdrawn. 

It is believed that above amendment places the present application in condition for 
allowance. Therefore, it is respectfully requested that this application be examined and an 
appropriate office action be issued. 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 
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